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Tom O'Tools, Telephone: (202) 358—
0482.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

NASA often acquires Federal
Information Processing (FIP) resources
through indefinite delivery/indefinite
quantity (ID/IQ) contracts or through
contracts with options for these
deliverables. The quantities included in
these contracts are the NASA
contracting activity's best estimate of its
requirements over the contract period of
performance. In some cases, the actual
requirements of the contracting activity
by the end of the contract are less than
the original estimates. As a result, these
contracts occasionally have ordering
capacities in excess of the contracting
activity’s ultimate requirements. Other
NASA installations may have
requirements for FIP resources that are
satisfied by the products in this “‘excess
ordering capacity”, and orders are
placed against this capacity for delivery
to the other NASA installations. To
expedite this process, NASA has
developed procedures and a contract
clause to authorize and effect these
orders. -

In short, the NASA policy is that the
first priority of these contracts is to
satisfy the anticipated requirements of
the contracting activity. However,
should the actual requirements of that
installation be less than the maximum
quantities/values specified in the
contract, NASA may order the
remaining available quantities/values to
satisfy the requirements of other NASA
installations. Orders are placed at the
prices specified in the contract and
delivered to another NASA installation.
When appropriate, an equitable
adjustment for transportation cost
variances associated with delivery to the
alternate delivery point may be
negotiated.

Availability of NASA FAR Supplement

The NASA FAR Supplement, of
which this proposed coverage will
become a part, is codified in 48 CFR,
chapter 18, and is available in its
entirety on a subscription basis from the
Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402, Cite GPO
Subscription Stock Number 933-03—
00000-1. It is not distributed to the
public, either in whole or in part,
directly by NASA.

Impact

NASA certifies that this regulation
will not have a significant economic
offect on a substantial number of small
entities under the Regulatory Flexibility

.

the primary
described in this APR. However, to further
the most efficient and economical agency-
wide acquisition of these resources, the
contract will allow delivery to other NASA
installations having requirements for the
same resources. The ____ (identify
contracting activity) will have the sole
authority to place orders under this contract
and authorize delivery to the alternate
delivery points.

Act (5 U.S.C. et seq.). This proposed
rule does not impose any reporting or
recordkeeping requirements subject to
the Paperwork Reduction Act.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Parts 1805,
1839, and 1852

Government procurement.
Thomas S, Luedtke,
Acting Deputy Associate Administrator for
Procurement. -

1. The authority citation for 48 CFR
parts 1805, 1839, and 1852 continues to
read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2473(c)(1).

PART 1805—PUBLICIZING CONTRACT
ACTIONS

2. Section 1805.207 is amended by
adding paragraph (c) to read as follows:

1805.207 Preparation and transmittal of
synopses.
* * * * -

(c) Each notice publicizing the
procurement of FIP resources under an
indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity
contract or under a contract that
includes options for additional
quantities of such resources shall
include options for additional quantities
of such resources shall include the
following:

The _____ (identify contracting activity) is
the primary delivery point for the items
described in this synopsis. However, NASA
may order delivery to the following aiternate
locations: ____ (List other NASA
installations and their locations).

PART 1839—ACQUISITION OF
FEDERAL INFORMATION
PROCESSING RESOURCES

3. Section 1839.7003—4 is amended by

adding paragraph (a)(6) as follows:
1839.7003-4

APR format.
(8] * & x
(6) When FIP resources are being

goguired under an indefinite delivery/
in

efinite quantity contract or under a

contract that includes options for
additional quantities of such resources,
include a statement in the APR similar
to the following:

The ____ (identify contracting activity) is
requiring activity for the items

4, Section 1839.7008 is added to read

as follows:

-

1839.7008 NASA contract clause.

(a) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause substantially as stated at
1852.239-70, Alternate Delivery Points,
in solicitations and contracts for Federal
Information Processing Resources when:

(1) An indefinite delivery/indefinite
quantity contract will be used or when
the contract will include options for
additional quantities of such resources;
and

(2) Delivery is F.O.B. destination to
the contracting activity.

(b) When delivery is F.O.B. origin and
Government bills of lading (GBL) are
used, the contracting officer shall use
the clause with its Alternate I.

PART 1852—SOLICITATION
PROVISIONS AND CONTRACT
CLAUSES

5. Section 1852.239-70 is added to
read as follows:

1852.239-70 Alternate delivery points.

As prescribed in 1839.7008(a), insert
the following clause:

Alternate Delivery Points
(Date)

(a) The first priority of this contract is to
satisfy the anticipated requirements of
___ (identify contracting activity). However,
should the actual requirements of
____ (contracting activity) be less than the
maximum quantities/values specified in
Section B of this contract, ____ (contracting
activity) may order the remaining available
quantities/values to satisfy the requirements
of dther installations. The other installations
at which delivery may be required are:

(List Installations and Their Locations)

(b) The prices of the deliverables in section
B are F.O.B. destination ___ (contracting
activity). If delivery to an alternate location
is ordered, an equitable adjustment may be
negotiated to recognize any variances in
transportation costs associated with delivery
to that alternate location.

(End of clause)
Alternate I
(Date)

As prescribed in 1839.7008(b), delete
paragraph (b) and substitute the
following:

(b) The prices of the deliverables in section
B are F.O.B. origin with delivery to NASA via
Government bill of lading (GBL). If delivery
to an alternate location is ordered, the same
delivery procedures will be used and no
equitable adjustment to any price, term, or
condition of this contract will be made as a
result of such order.

(End of clause)
[FR Doc. 93-19809 Filed 8-17-93; 8:45 am]
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
50 CFR Pant 17

Endangered and Threatened Wiidiife
and Plants; Notice of Finding on 2
Patition To Delist the Grizzly Bear in
the Northern Continental Divide
Eccsystem, the Cabinet-Yask
Ecosystem, the Selkirk Ecosystem,
and the North Cascades Ecosystem

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

AcTion: Notics of 90-day petition
finding,

SUMMARY: The U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) announces & 90-day
finding for a petition to amend the List
of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants. The petitioner requested
that the Service delist the grizzly bear
(Ursus arctos horribilis) populations in
the Northern ContinentafDivide
acosystem, the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem,
the Selkirk ecosystem, and the North
Cascades ecosystem. The Service finds
that the petitioner did not provide
substantial information te indicate that
the requested action may be warranted
for any of the four populations.

DATES: The finding announced in this
notice was spproved on August 10,
1983.

ADDRESSES: Questions and comments
concerning this finding should be sent
to Dr. Christopher Servheen, Grizzly
Bear Recovery Coordinator, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, NS 312,
University of Montana, Missoula,
Montane 59812. The petition, finding,
and supporting data are available for
public inspection, by appointment,
during normal business hours at the
Service office at the above address.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Christopher Servheen {see ADDRESSES
above), telephone (4086) 329-3223.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered
Species Act {Act) of 1973, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), requires that the
Service make a 90-day finding on
whether a petition to list, delist, or
reclassify a species presents substantial
scientific or commercial information to
demonstrate that the petitioned action
may be warranted.

December 11, 1992, a petition was
received from James F. Ra! dated
December 8, 1992. The petitioner
raquested that the Fish and Wildlife
Sarvice (Service) delist the grizzly bear
{Ursus arctos horribilis) populations in

the Nerthern Continental Divide
ecosystem, the Cabinet-Yaak scosystem,
the Selkirk ecosystem, and the North
Cascades ecosystem.

The patitioner asserted that the
species was not historically abundant in
these four ecosystems and that the
species should never have been listed in
these ecosystems because thers is no
evidence lgat the populations were sver
threatened or endangered. The
petitioner did not provide any
information to substantiate these
assertions. Reliable historical
information on grizzly bear numbers is
not available. Recent studies of grizzly
bear habitats and densities provide
support that these ecosystems
historically maintained a higher
population number of grizzly bears than
exists today. Threats identified in the
final rule that listed the grizzly bear as
a threatened species (41 FR 12382)
showed that the grizzly bear in the
lower 48 States was indeed a species
that could become endangered in the
foreseeable future. Furthermore, the
Service recently published findings on
two petitions, one for the North
Cascades ecosystem {56 FR 33892) and
one for the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem (58
FR 8250), that indicated that
reclassification of grizzly bears from
threatened to endangered within each of
these two ecosystems was warranted,
but precluded by species with higher
listing priorities.

The petitioner asserted that the above
four ecosystems represent fringe areas
that extend into the United States from
Canada, and that grizzly bears in Canada
are not threatened or endangered. The
petitioner further esseried that thesa
four grizzly bear populations are not
distinct populations becauss they
inhabit an scosystem that is part of the
larger (Canadian) ecosystem and
because individual grizzly bears migrate
across the U.S./Canadian border.

The Service disagreed that these
United States ecosystems represent
extensions of Canadian ecosystems,
Historically, the range of the grizzly bear
extended from Mexico throughout the
United States west of the Mississippi
River northward to Alaska. Today, the
range of the grizzly bear is canfined to
less than 2 percent of its original area in
the contiguous United States in distinct
regions of Montena, Idaho, Wyoming,
and Washington. Grizzly bear
populations in the conterminous United
States currently exist in ecosystems that
represent the remaining fragments of the
once extensive grizely bear range
throughout the southern portion of
North America.

While grizzly bears are more
abundant in Canada, there have been

significant habitat modifications within
Canada that are suspected to have
caused declines or losses of grizzly bear
populations in many areas.

The Service agreed that grizzly bears
migrate across tha U.S./Canadian border
and that grizely bears in the United
States ecesystems are not separate from
grizzly bears in adjacent Canadian
ecosystems. However, such separation is
not required for listing populations
under the Act.

The petitioner also asserted that the
Glacier National Park portion of the
Northern Continental Divide ecosystem
is, by itself, large enough to be a grizzly
bear ecosystem. The petitioner did not
provide any information to substantiate
this assertion, The Service believes that
Glacier National Park alone is not
capable of suslaining a large enough
population of grizzly bears to ensure
long-term genstic viability and survival
of the population and therefore does not
constitute an adequate grizzly bear
recovery zone.

In summary, the Service found that
the petitioner did not supply substantial
information to indicate that the
petitioned action may be warranted in
the Northern Continental Divide
ecosystem, the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem,
the Selkirk ecosystem, or the North
Cascades ecosystem. More detailed
information regarding the above
decisions may be obtained from the
Service’s Missoula office (see
ADDRESSES abova).

Author

This notice was prepared by Patricia
Worthing at the Service’s Ecological
Services Office, P.O. Box 25486, Denver
Federal Center, Denver, Colorado 80225.

Authority

The authority for this action is the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544).

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and threatened spscies,
Exports, Imports, Reperting and
recordkeeping requirements, and
Transportation.

Dated: August 10, 1993.
chhard N. Smi'h.

Acting Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. :

[FR Doc. 93-19901 Filed 8-17-93; 8:45 am]
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50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and Threatened Wiidiife
and Plants: Notice of Finding on a
petition Te Change the Status of the
Grizzly Bear Populations in the
Ysllowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem
and the Northern Continental Divide
Ecosystem From Threatened to
Recovered

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior,

AcTiON: Notice of 90-day petition
finding,

suMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service announees a 80-day finding for
a petition to amend the List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants. The petitioners requested
that the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos.
horribilis) populations in the
Yellowstone Grizzly Bear scosystem and
the Northern Continental Divide
scosystem be reclassified from
threatened to recovered. The Fish and
Wildlife Service finds that the
petitioners did not provide substantial
information to indicate that the
petitioned action may be warranted for
sither population.

pATES: The finding announced in this
notice was approved on August 10,
1993.

ADDRESSES: Questions and comments
concerning this finding should be sent
to Dr. Christopher Servheen, Grizzly
Bear Recovery Coordinator, U.S, Fish
and Wildlife Service, NS 312,
University of Montana, Missoula,
Montana 58812, The petition, finding,
end supporting data are available for
public inspection, by appointment,
during normal business hours at the
Fish and Wildlife Service office at the
above address,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Christopher Servheen (see ADDRESSES
sbove}, telephone {406) 329-3223.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

Section 4(b){3}(A) of the Endangered
Speciss Act (Act) of 1973, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), requires that the
LI.§. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
make a 90-day finding on whether a
petition to list, delist, or reclassify a
Species presents substantial scientific or
commercial information to demonstrate
that the petitioned action may be
warranted.

On July 17, 1992, a petition was
received from the Montanans for
Multiple Use dated July 9, 1992. The
petitioners requested the Service
reclassify the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos

horribilis) populations in the Northern
Continental Divide ecosystem and the
Yellowstone Grizzly Bear ecosystem
from threatened to recovered.

The petitioners asserted that various
grizzly bear population estimates for the
Northern Continental Divide ecosystem
and the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear
ecosystem meet the recavery criteria
detailed in the draft revised Grizzly Bear
Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) (U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service 1992). The
Service agrees that both grizzly
populations meet some of the criteria
necessary to warrant delisting; however,
each population fails te meet certain
criteria detailed in the Recovery Plan.
The population in the Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear ecosystem does not meet
the criteria for distribution of family
groups, and the Northern Continental
Divide ecosystem does not meet the 6-
year period required for recording
population parameters. Further, prior to
delisting, the Racovery Plan
recommends completion of a
conservation plan te ensure
conservation of the population and its
habitat after delisting. Such a
conservation plan has not been
completed for sither the Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear ecosystem or the Nerthern
Continental Divide ecosystem.

At such time that any grizzly bear
population meets all the recovery
criteria established in the then current
Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, and when
a conservation strategy is approved to
ensure that the grizzly bear is
adequately managed after delisting,
delisting of the population will be
pursued. If a population is delisted, the
responsibility for its continued
management will revert back to the
State wildlife agency.

In summary, the Service found that
the petitioners did not provide
substantial scientific or commercial
information to indicate that their
petitioned action may be warranted in
sither the Northern Continental Divide
ecosystem or the Yellowstone Grizzly
Bear ecosystem. More detailed
information regarding the above
decisions may be obtained from the
Service’s Missoula office (see
ADDRESSES abova).

References Cited

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1992. Draft
Revised Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan.
Missoula, Montana. 200 pp.

Author
This notice was prepared by Anne

Vandehey at the Service’s Missoula
office (see ADDRESSES above).

Authority

The authority for this action is the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544).

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17
Endangered and threatened species,
Exports, Imports, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, and
Transportation.
Dated: August 10, 1993.
Richard N. Smith,
Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Service.
[FR Doc. 93-19900 Filed 8-17-93; 8:45 am)]
BILLNG CODE 4310-55-P g

50 CFR Part 17

RIN 1018-AC09

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Proposed Threatened
Status for the Lake Erie Water Snake,
Nerodia Sipedon Insularum

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service
proposes to determine threatened status
for the Lake Erie water snake, Nerodia
sipedon insularum, and thereby provide
the species protection under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. This island subspecies was
once abundant and widespread
throughout the islands of Lake Erie and
on the adjacent mainland. However, in
the last 50 years, the population has
dramatically declined due to habitat
loss caused by rapid shereline
development and to active eradication
by island residents. The snake
population has been reduced on all
islands and eliminated from at least cne
island where it once was abundant. The
population is currently estimated to
inciude only 1262 adults.

DATES: Comments from &ll interested
parties must be received by November
16, 1993. Public hearing requests must
be received by October 4, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Comments and materials
concerning this proposal should be sent
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Federal Building, T Federal Drive, Fort
Snelling, Minnesota, 55111-4056.
Comments and materials received will
be available for public inspection, by
appointment, during normal business
hours at the above address.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Craig Johnson, Chief, Division of
Endangered Species, at the above
address (612-725-3276).




